The poetry of Micah's oracle of doom (Mic 1:8-16) combines two undeniable motifs, the motif of the lament and that of geography. The latter motif is not well understood due to the obscurity of the place names found in vv. 10a-12b. A careful study of the oracle's geographical context, however, will lead to a more precise understanding of the topography of vv. 10-12b and serve as the basis for the identification of one of the more enigmatic place names, Bethle-aphrah (v. 10b), with the archaeological site of Tell el-'Areini.
I. Introduction
The little known place name Beth-le-aphrah of Mic 1:10b appears in a passage filled with equally obscure localities that are framed in a lament over the destruction of Judah's rural countryside (1:8-16). The particular place name occurs in a stanza (vv. 10-12) that begins with Gath but includes hitherto unidentified towns that stand in contrast to the better known (and identifiable) places mentioned in the associated stanza (vv. 13-15; refer Tables 1 and 2) . Within this obscure onomasticon of vv. 10b-12a, Beth-le-aphrah stands out as a problem due to the grammatically difficult position of the ‫ל-‬ attached to the nomen rectum of the toponymic construct: ‫ה‬ ָ ‫ר‬ ‫פְ‬ ‫ﬠַ‬ ‫לְ‬ ‫ית‬ ‫.בֵּ‬ The seemingly * ) This work is dedicated to the memory of Hanan Eshel ‫.)ז"ל(‬ I would like to acknowledge Anson Rainey, Paul Wright, and Professor Eshel for their involvement with the research presented here, which was originally submitted as a thesis to Jerusalem University College. I also want to thank George Pierce for his contributions. Any errors or shortcomings, however, are my own.
ambiguous context of Mic 1:10b-12a has obfuscated any precise location and identification of Beth-le-aphrah (as well as the other towns of the stanza), and as a result this problematic place name is at times omitted in modern reconstructions of the notoriously difficult text of Mic 1:10-16. 1 The various readings and reconstructions of Mic 1:8-16, however, are not entirely satisfactory and only confirm the enigmatic nature of the topographical context and toponymic contents in vv. 10-12a.
The contrast between vv. 13 -15 and 10-12a has led to different theories, including several that involve separate topographical interpretations of each stanza. Although many studies place vv. 10-12a in the Shephelah (the loca- 4 These theories, however, do not address the toponymic problem of Beth-le-aphrah, nor do they offer any new insight into its location. The toponymic and topographical difficulties have recently led Amitai Baruchi-Unna to reconstruct Mic 1:10b to read two toponyms (Bethel and Ophrah), which removes the problematic place name Bethle-aphrah and provides a geographical context in the highland plateau areas north of Jerusalem.
5 Yet, this and other attempts to amend or remove the toponym Beth-le-aphrah are unsupported by any ancient manuscript. 6 In fact, they are contradicted by the early versions where the obscure place name is translated (thus indicating the antiquity of the reading ‫ה‬ ָ ‫ר‬ ‫פְ‬ ‫ﬠַ‬ ‫לְ‬ ‫ית‬ ‫בֵּ‬ in the MT).
7 Furthermore, none of these hypothetical readings offers any coherent ). Yet this idea is highly speculative, as it is dependent upon an assumption that every place name in Mic 1:10b-12a was poetically distorted, and it requires a town (Bethlehem) outside of the general location of the rest of the passage (Jerusalem, not withstanding). picture of the stanza's topographical relationship with the following stanza (vv. 13-15). 8 The mention of Gath and Zaanan provide limited data that indicates, nonetheless, that the setting of Mic 1:10-12a was relatively close to that of vv. 13-15. A comparison of this data with the geographical principles observed in Mic 1:13-15 will provide a better understanding of the topography of vv. 10-12a and serve as the basis for a new proposal for the location of Beth-le-aphrah.
II. Micah's Topographical Lament
The literary form of Mic 1:8-16 is that of the lament and the poem itself is composed of four stanzas: v. 8-9, 10-12, 13-15, and v. 16. 9 Two stanzas bracket the poem with imagery descriptive of mourning; the first begins with lamentations as well as exposure and self-mutilation (vv. 8-9) while the fourth ends with tonsure (the one-line strophe of v. 16). 10 The two stanzas between these brackets continue the motif of the lament but are defined by individual at the least, recognize the form ‫בית/-ﬠפר‬ (for example domo Pulveris in the Vulgate), which stands against the possibility of other place names such as Bethel and Bethlehem to explain the ‫ל‬ of the MT. wordplay on eleven place names (vv. 10-12a and 13-15), utilizing paronomastic renditions of several toponyms as well as poetic interplay with their root or etymology. 11 The poem, therefore, consists of two inextricable motifs that are combined with terminology indicative of inheritance (and disinheritance) as well as exile, collectively presenting an image of national catastrophe. The catastrophe is played out in a topographical setting that runs through the second and third stanzas (vv. 10-12a and 13-15), yet the second stanza consists of unknown and unidentified place names (such as Bethle-aphrah, along with Shaphir, Beth-ezel, and Maroth). 12 The topographical setting of vv. 10-12a, however, can be reconstructed based on the geographical sense observed in the better-known place names found in vv. 13-15.
The common feature of both the second and third stanzas is the wordplay rendered on each proper noun. 13 This unifying factor shows that it is possible to use vv. 13-15 as a template for the interpretation of vv. 10-12a. For instance, the orthography of the relatively familiar toponyms in Mic 1:13-15 suggests that the lesser-known toponyms of vv. 10a-12b are not poetic distortions.
14 Furthermore, the known locations of Lachish, Mareshah, and Adullam, (along with probable locations of Moresheth-gath and Achzib), 15 14) Contra von Soden, "Zu einigen Ortsbenennungen bei Amos und Micha", pp. 216-219; followed by Na'aman, "Micah i 11", pp. 519-521. None of the better-known place names in vv. 13-15 display anything more than the expected orthographical variation, although von Soden's study (ibid., p. 17) suggested that these verses consisted of wordplay in contrast to the poetic distortions of the earlier stanza. The orthographical variation, however, is seen in both stanzas and was certainly influenced by poetic license. For example, Mareshah is spelled defectively ‫ה(‬ ָ ‫שׁ‬ ֵ ‫ר‬ ‫,)מָ‬ suppressing the ‫/א/‬ of the toponym's root ‫,ראשׁ√(‬ "head") in order to pun with ‫שׁ‬ ֵ ‫ֹר‬ ‫יּ‬ ‫,הַ‬ "the inheritor" (m. sg nominal participle of ‫.)ירשׁ√‬ The opposite is seen in Zaanan of v. 11bα, where the paronomasia built upon the verb ‫ה‬ ‫אָ‬ ‫צְ‬ ‫יָ‬ ("go out") requires the plene spelling ‫ן‬ ‫נָ‬ ‫אֲ‬ ‫,צַ‬ which reveals the toponymic root ‫צאן‬ ("flock [of livestock]") as opposed to the defective spelling ‫ן‬ ‫נָ‬ ‫צְ‬ (Josh 15:37). 15) Refer to Table 2. that the places mentioned in vv. 13-15 shared a similar location: the lowland hills, known as the Shephelah. 16 With the exception of Moresheth-gath, the prophet's hometown, all of the settlements of third stanza (vv. 13-15) are found in the Shephelah districts of Josh 15:33-44. Only Zaanan of the second stanza (v. 11b) is found in this same administrative document (listed as Zenan in Josh 15:37).
17 Yet the placement of Zenan/Zaanan in the same district as Lachish (Josh 15:37-41), along with Gath's proximity to the Shephelah, indicates that the general area of vv. 10-12a was near that of vv. 13-15. Finally, it should be noted that vv. 13-15 reveals a schematic (albeit indirect) movement northwards, beginning at Lachish and ending at Adullam.
The orientation of vv. 13-15 compares with that of vv. 10-12a (again based on the limited data available) beginning with Gath in the north. The identification of Gath with Tell eṣ -Ṣ âfi (v. 10a) and the general locality of Zaanan (v. 11bα) somewhere in the Naḥ al Lachish indicate a movement southward in the second stanza (toward Lachish).
18 Thus, the geographical motif of Mic 1:10-15 reflects a shift in orientation between the second and third stanza that begins with Gath and moves south towards Lachish before moving north towards Adullam (and presumably Jerusalem). The topography of the southward march in vv. 10 -12a, from northeastern Philistia into the southwestern Shephelah, corresponds with the Inner Coastal Plain. 19 This area was a border frontier between western Judah and Philistia that ran parallel to the Shephelah (and hence, vv. 13-15), and thus represents the most viable area for the location of Micah's "lost towns" that were mentioned alongside Gath of the Philistines (vv. 10-12a). 
III. Beth-le-aphrah as a Toponymic Problem
The obscure and difficult nature of Beth-le-aphrah begins with its grammatical form, therefore it is important to start with the problematic ‫ל-‬ that is affixed within a compound toponym made up of two otherwise common elements ‫בית(‬ and ‫.)ﬠפר‬ 20 Most analyses of Beth-le-aphrah state that its form is unattested elsewhere, 21 yet Josephus (War 4, 445) mentions a village in the toparchy of Judea with a similar construction, Bethletepha (Βεθλεπτηνφῶν).
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Certainly this is a later source, but Bethletepha is a construct that utilizes the toponymic element ‫בית‬ and it occurs in the same general area, the lowland hills (Shephelah), as do the place names in Mic 1:10-15. In addition, the occurrence of ‫ל-‬ as a bound morpheme on a toponym can be observed as well in Lidebir ‫ר(‬ ‫בִ‬ ְ ‫ד‬ ‫לִ‬ in Josh 13:26), which is commonly written Lo-debar ‫ר(‬ ‫בָ‬ ְ ‫לוֹד‬ in 2 Sam 9:4). 23 A study of the textual witnesses to Mic 1:10b, by T. J. Lux, concludes that it is preferable to presuppose a ‫ל-‬ as part of the original orthography (in Beth-le-aphrah) rather than to postulate a later addition of the difficult particle. 24 Therefore, it seems more likely that the affixed ‫ל-‬ was originally a toponymic feature that functioned as a locative-genitive, 25 or emphatic.
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The pun on the place name Beth-le-aphrah involves the element ‫:ﬠפר‬ ". . . roll yourself in the dust" (Mic 1:10b) . 27 This toponymic element is common in the Hebrew Bible, and the construct can be rendered "house in/of the dust". At some point in the Islamic period place names with this element were changed to ṭ ayyibeh ("sweet; good" in Arabic) to avoid confusion with 'ifrīt, an Arabic word for a malevolent spirit. sites are located outside of the area suggested for vv. 10-12b, as Ṭ ayyibeh is in the Central Highlands of Judah and Ṭ ayyibet el-'Ism is found in the Shephelah, although east of Mareshah and Lachish. In fact, this toponymic phenomenon may represent a false lead in the search for Beth-le-aphrah, as it is just as likely that the highly irregular toponymic form (PN-\‫/-ל‬ ‫)בית‬ may indicate that the PN ‫ה(‬ ָ ‫ר‬ ‫פְ‬ ‫)ﬠַ‬ was a regional designation, such as a valley, rather than a place name associated with a single site.
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IV. Tell el-'Areini = Beth-le-aphrah?
The famous nineteenth century explorer and biblical scholar George Adam Smith noted in his commentary on Micah that the element ‫ﬠפר‬ (in Beth-leaphrah) might be preserved in the Arabic place name Wâdī el-Ghufr. 31 According to Smith, the valley was located south of Beit-Jibrin (in close proximity to Mareshah), and the Survey of Western Palestine placed it in the Naḥ al Lachish. 32 The valley system in question flows west and north, and eventually
Lachish. Among the problems of this identification is that el-'Ism's archaeological profile appears to be later than the Iron Age. 33 This archaeological site, Tell el-Areini, should be identified as Beth-le-aphrah of Mic 1:10b based on a combination of factors that include its location in relation to both Gath and Lachish, as well as its position along the Naḥ al Lachish (which preserves the ancient toponym ‫,)ﬠפר‬ 34 and finally its archaeological profile.
The ancient identity of el-'Areini has long been a problem in regional studies of western Palestine; during the nineteenth century C. R. that Tell el-'Areini was a much smaller settlement during the first millennium than it was during earlier occupational phases. 39 The first archaeological work at Tell el-'Areini, conducted by Shmuel Yeivin during the late 1950s and early 60s, 40 revealed that the Iron Age settlement consisted first of a small Philistine village (Iron I), followed by a fortified Judean border town (Iron II). 41 The material remains of the latter phase included epigraphic material from the time of Hezekiah (20 lmlk-seal impressions) and a destruction level attributed to Sennacherib's campaign of 701 BCE. 42 Although the identification proposed here is tentative, the archaeological profile of the mound-a small Judean border fortress destroyed by Sennacherib-matches that of the settlements lamented in Mic 1:10b-12a. 43 
V. Historical Synthesis
The topographical interpretation of Mic 1:10-12b, and the identification of Beth-le-aphrah with Tell el-'Areini, coincides nicely with the emerging picture of Judah's western boundary prior to the Assyrian invasion of 701 BCE. The topographical setting of vv. 10-12b roughly corresponds to "southwestern Judah", so-called by Jeff Blakely and James Hardin who traced the kingdom's western frontier along a line of fortified sites in the Inner Coastal Plain that included Tell el-Ḥ esi, Tell Abu esh-Sheqef, and Tell el-'Areini. 44 Similarly, Ron Tappy has suggested that the fourth district of the Shephelah (Josh 15:42-44) extended further west than the other Shephelah districts, and included the area west of the Naḥ al Guvrin as it feeds into the Coastal Plain. 45 This district, which includes Mareshah and Achzib (Josh 15:44; cf. Mic 1:14a-15b), would have spanned the area of Tell Zeitah (which Tappy suggests may be Libnah of Josh 15:42). Furthermore, excavations at the Inner Coastal Plain site of Tell eṣ -Ṣ âfi (north of Tell Zeitah) have shown that during the eighth century, Judah controlled the once great Philistine city of Gath. 46 The archaeological picture of western Judah coincides to some degree with Siegfried Mittmann's theory of Judean expansion into Philistia during the reign of Hezekiah. 47 The picture, however, is one of a westward extension of Judean settlements (rather than annexed territory) that was ultimately lost during Sennacherib's third campaign. The western frontier regions, which were expropriated in the early seventh-century by the Assyrians to their loyal Philistine vassals, 48 are precisely the same areas that were lamented in Micah's first chapter (vv. 10-15): the Inner Coastal Plain and the western Shephelah (see map below). 49 Several different historical periods have been suggested for Micah's oracle, 50 however the comprehensive destruction wrought by Sennacherib in his third
